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for free school meals, with a phased-in 
transition period. 

S. 1744 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1744, a bill to require the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration to prescribe regula-
tions to ensure that all crewmembers 
on air carriers have proper qualifica-
tions and experience, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1780 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1780, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to deem certain 
service in the reserve components as 
active service for purposes of laws ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

S. 2888 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2888, a bill to amend section 
205 of title 18, United States Code, to 
exempt qualifying law school students 
participating in legal clinics from the 
application of the general conflict of 
interest rules under such section. 

S. 2993 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2993, a bill to increase the 
quantity of solar photovoltaic elec-
tricity by providing rebates for the 
purchase and installation of an addi-
tional 10,000,000 solar roofs and addi-
tional solar water heating systems 
with a cumulative capacity of 10,000,000 
gallons by 2019. 

S. 3036 
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the 

names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3036, a bill to estab-
lish the Office of the National Alz-
heimer’s Project. 

S. 3058 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
BURRIS), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. TESTER) and the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3058, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to reauthorize the special diabetes pro-
grams for Type I diabetes and Indians 
under that Act. 

S. 3059 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3059, a bill to improve energy 
efficiency of appliances, lighting, and 
buildings, and for other purposes. 

S. 3065 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-

setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. DURBIN), the Senator from 
New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3065, a bill to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
enhance the readiness of the Armed 
Forces by replacing the current policy 
concerning homosexuality in the 
Armed Forces, referred to as ‘‘Don’t 
Ask, Don’t Tell’’, with a policy of non-
discrimination on the basis of sexual 
orientation. 

S. 3069 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
BURRIS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3069, a bill to amend the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to 
provide for the preservation and cre-
ation of jobs in the United States for 
projects receiving grants for specified 
energy property. 

S. 3082 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3082, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize individuals 
who are pursuing programs of rehabili-
tation, education, or training under 
laws administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to receive work-study 
allowances for certain outreach serv-
ices provided through congressional of-
fices, and for other purposes. 

S. CON. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 51, a concurrent res-
olution honoring and praising the Na-
tional Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People on the occasion 
of its 101st anniversary. 

S. RES. 439 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 439, a resolution recog-
nizing the exemplarily service, devo-
tion to country, and selfless sacrifice of 
Special Warfare Operators 2nd Class 
Matthew McCabe and Jonathan Keefe 
and Special Warfare Operator 1st Class 
Julio Huertas in capturing Ahmed 
Hashim Abed, one of the most-wanted 
terrorists in Iraq, and pledging to con-
tinue to support members of the United 
States Armed Forces serving in harm’s 
way. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3351 
At the request of Mr. REED, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
3351 intended to be proposed to H.R. 
4213, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend certain ex-
piring provisions, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3356 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3356 pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3365 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3365 proposed to 
H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend certain 
expiring provisions, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3419 

At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3419 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3434 

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3434 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3439 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. EN-
SIGN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3439 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3440 

At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3440 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3447 

At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. LEMIEUX), the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) 
and the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 3447 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
certain expiring provisions, and for 
other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. LANDRIEU: 
S. 3089. A bill to require a study and 

report by the Office of Advocacy of the 
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Small Business Administration regard-
ing the effects of proposed changes in 
patent law; to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today to speak on an 
issue that is of great importance to 
small businesses and independent in-
ventors everywhere—patent reform. 

I understand that the Senate Judici-
ary Committee has been hard at work 
analyzing what reforms would improve 
the U.S. patent system. One of these 
reforms would involve changing the 
U.S. from a ‘‘first to invent’’ to a ‘‘first 
to file’’ invention priority system. As 
Chair of the Senate Committee on 
Small Business & Entrepreneurship, I 
want to ensure that Congress’ reform 
will create a patent regime that will 
not unduly burden small businesses 
and independent inventors, but instead, 
enhance their success as innovators in 
the U.S. economy. 

Small businesses represent 99.7 per-
cent of all employers, employing 1⁄2 of 
the U.S. labor force. These businesses 
are at the forefront of U.S. innovation 
and have produced over 80 percent of 
net new jobs in the U.S. economy over 
the past decade. At a time when our 
Nation’s economy is under stress, we 
need the help of small businesses in 
creating new jobs and economic oppor-
tunities. 

Today, we are living in what some 
call a ‘‘Digital Age’’ with an ever-in-
creasing focus on how to incorporate 
advanced technology into our day to 
day activities. When it comes to ad-
vanced technology, small businesses 
are also leading the pack in terms of 
job growth, producing approximately 40 
percent of all high-tech employment 
nation-wide. 

One measurable way of tracking the 
rate of small business innovation in 
the U.S. is by analyzing patent statis-
tics. For example, small businesses in 
the technology sector produce 13 times 
more patents per employee than large 
businesses. Additionally, small firm 
patents outperform those of larger 
firms in a number of key areas, and 
tend to be cited more frequently as 
these patents are more original and 
more general. These metrics are impor-
tant indicators of patent value, and in-
deed small firm patents are tightly 
linked to growth in the patenting 
firms. 

As you can see, the role that small 
businesses play as innovators in our 
economy is critical to our Nation’s 
overall success as an international 
high-tech leader. In order to properly 
track and understand how changes to 
the U.S. patent system will impact our 
small innovators, I am introducing the 
Small Business Patent Data Collection 
Act of 2010. This legislation will direct 
the Small Business Administration’s 
Office of Advocacy to conduct a study 
in consultation with the U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office to analyze how 
changes to the current system will im-
pact the ability of small businesses to 
obtain patents, whether the change 

would create barriers, and how it will 
impact the costs and benefits to small 
businesses overall. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3089 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. STUDY AND REPORT OF PATENT LAW 

CHANGES. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘Chief Counsel’’ means the 

Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administration; and 

(2) the term ‘‘small business concern’’ has 
the meaning given that term under section 3 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632). 

(b) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief Counsel, in con-

sultation with the Director of the United 
States Patent and Trademark Office, shall 
conduct a study of the effects of changing 
from a first-to-invent to a first-to-file inven-
tion priority system under patent law under 
title 35 of the United States Code. 

(2) AREAS OF STUDY.—The study conducted 
under paragraph (1) shall include examina-
tion of the effects of changing from a first- 
to-invent to a first-to-file invention priority 
system, including examining— 

(A) how the change would affect the ability 
of small business concerns to obtain patents; 

(B) whether the change would create or ex-
acerbate any disadvantage for applicants for 
patents that are small business concerns rel-
ative to applicants for patents that are not 
small business concerns; and 

(C) the costs and benefits to small business 
concerns of the change. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Chief Counsel shall submit to the Committee 
on Small Business and Entrepreneurship and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Small Business 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives a report regarding 
the results of the study under subsection (b). 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 3092. A bill to designate the facil-

ity of the United States Postal Service 
located at 5070 Vegas Valley Drive in 
Las Vegas, Nevada, as the ‘‘Joseph A. 
Ryan Post Office Building’’; read the 
first time. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3092 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. JOSEPH A. RYAN POST OFFICE 

BUILDING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 5070 
Vegas Valley Drive in Las Vegas, Nevada, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Jo-
seph A. Ryan Post Office Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Joseph A. Ryan Post 
Office Building’’. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. 
BARRASSO, and Mr. BURR): 

S. 3095. A bill to reduce the deficit by 
establishing discretionary caps for non- 
security spending; to the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor this evening to announce 
the introduction of a bill, S. 3095. It is 
called the Honest Expenditure Limita-
tion Act of 2010. It spells HELP. It is 
the HELP Act of 2010. 

On February 1 of 2010, President 
Obama released his fiscal year 2011 
budget with a funding request of $3.8 
trillion. In it he announced a 3-year 
freeze on discretionary spending for all 
nonsecurity-related agencies at the fis-
cal year 2010 levels, which amounts to 
a total spending level of $460 billion 
each year for those agencies. Nonsecu-
rity spending is defined as all agencies 
except the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Homeland Security, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, the 
Department of State, and one of the 
national security-related agencies in 
the Department of Energy. The admin-
istration’s Office of Management and 
Budget estimates this initiative will 
save $250 billion over the coming dec-
ade. Keep in mind, that is $250 billion 
from where it started, which I will ad-
dress in a minute. 

On the surface, this proposal gives 
the President the appearance of being 
fiscally prudent—something the Amer-
ican people have been demanding of 
their government, especially in recent 
months. But when you look closely at 
the numbers he has presented, it is 
clear as day why he is able to offer this 
spending freeze without batting an eye. 
For one, discretionary spending has in-
creased by 20 percent in 2 years. Sec-
ondly, the massive $787 billion stimulus 
package provided a substantial spend-
ing cushion for nearly every agency, 
making a spending freeze such as the 
President’s inconsequential. 

Let’s stop and look at that. We are 
talking about $787 billion in a stimulus 
bill, but we are also talking about hav-
ing increased from fiscal year 2008 to 
fiscal year 2010 by 20 percent. So what 
he is doing here is raising it 20 percent 
and then freezing it. What he ought to 
do, if he had to raise it 20 percent, is 
start bringing it down. 

Additionally, this spending freeze 
proposal does too little to improve the 
long-term fiscal aspects of our Nation. 
We all know we stand at the edge of 
disaster. Doug Elmendorf, who is the 
Director of the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office, recently testified 
about our Nation’s fiscal outlook be-
fore Congress and he didn’t deliver very 
good news. I will tell my colleagues 
what he said. He said that last year our 
budget deficit was a staggering $1.4 
trillion. Remember, just a minute ago I 
said if you add up all of the—well, let’s 
say that is actually more than all of 
the last 6 years of the Bush administra-
tion deficits. That amounts to less 
than the $1.4 trillion. So he said last 
year our budget deficit was a stag-
gering $1.4 trillion, which represented 
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about 10 percent of the total economy. 
He expects 2010’s deficit only slightly 
lower at $1.3 trillion or 9.2 percent of 
GDP. 

Looking further out, the average def-
icit between now and 2020 is forecast to 
be $600 billion per year. This is all com-
ing from Elmendorf. This is the CBO 
we are talking about. Additionally, 
CBO estimates the amount of debt held 
by the public will skyrocket to $15 tril-
lion by 2020. If it sounds like a stag-
gering number, that is because it is. 
When you consider the amount of in-
terest we will be paying to China and 
Japan and others, it is embarrassing: 
$700 billion each and every year until 
2020 and beyond if we do nothing about 
our rising deficit levels. In other words, 
if we keep on what we are doing right 
now with this administration, with the 
help of the Democratic legislators in 
both Houses, it is going to be $700 tril-
lion. 

Let’s do the math and put that in 
perspective. If $700 billion of interest 
were paid evenly by every household in 
the United States today, it would 
amount to more than $6,000 per house-
hold. That is kind of interesting. I al-
ways try to do my math. When I was 
fighting the effort by this administra-
tion to have a cap-and-trade bill which 
would have been somewhere between 
$300 billion and $400 billion, whether 
you are talking about the McCain- 
Lieberman cap-and-trade bill of 2003 or 
the McCain-Lieberman bill of 2005 or 
the bills of 2008, or later on the Boxer- 
Sanders bill, or even going back to 
Kyoto, it is going to cost somewhere 
between $300 billion and $400 billion. I 
understand when we talk about billions 
and trillions of dollars what we are 
really talking about. So I do my math 
all the time and say, How much is this 
going to cost my average taxpaying 
families in my State of Oklahoma? It 
amounted to $3,100 a year. This would 
have been, if they had been successful 
in passing a cap-and-trade bill—it is all 
dead now. They are not going to do it. 
I don’t care what Senator LINDSEY 
GRAHAM and Senator JOHN KERRY say, 
it is history now. People are not going 
to pay that kind of thing to get noth-
ing for it. 

Back when we were talking about the 
$700 billion interest that would be paid 
every year, that is what is going to 
happen by 2020 with this administra-
tion if we let it continue. That would 
cost each tax-paying family in the 
United States of America $6,000 per 
household each and every year after 
2020. 

Put another way: The entire finan-
cial industry bailout—remember the 
famous bank bailout? I know Repub-
licans were partially responsible for 
that too. That happened. That vote 
took place in this Senate on October 1 
of 2008. It was back during the Bush ad-
ministration. It was back when Hank 
Paulson came in and told everybody 
that he was going to save our Nation 
and so Republicans bought into it and 
many of my good conservative Repub-

lican friends voted for a $700 billion 
bailout. I did not and a few others 
didn’t, but a vast majority did. That is 
kind of interesting because that $700 
billion is the same figure we are using 
right now that it will cost people by 
the year 2020—just the interest alone. 
But the $700 billion that we could spend 
on interest in 2020 happens each and 
every year. We don’t get anything for 
it. It is the cost of living having this 
much debt in the first place. 

At this rate, it will become more and 
more difficult for the government to 
fund priorities we truly think are im-
portant, such as national security and 
infrastructure spending. For some rea-
son, nobody around here wants to 
spend money on infrastructure. I know 
I get criticized. I am considered to be a 
conservative. I have been rated the No. 
1 most conservative Member of the 
Senate some time ago by the American 
Conservative Union and just last week 
by the National Journal. So you are 
looking at a conservative, but I am a 
big spender on some things. One is pro-
tecting America. That is what we are 
supposed to be doing around here. The 
other is infrastructure. We have a 
crumbling infrastructure system. Look 
what happened with some of the 
bridges crumbling down. I guess that 
was in Minnesota. People died up there. 
Our infrastructure is crumbling. It is 
aging. We need to do something about 
it, but I can’t find anyone who wants to 
spend money on infrastructure. Instead 
we are spending money on social engi-
neering. 

To combat this, several proposals 
have been recently introduced that I 
support. In the House, Congressman 
PENCE and Congressmen HENSARLING 
introduced a constitutional amend-
ment that would cap the Federal 
spending at 20 percent of the econ-
omy—20 percent of GDP. It is one way 
of doing this. I think it is a good idea. 
I am all for it. Additionally, Senator 
DEMINT introduced an amendment re-
quiring a balanced budget. I am all for 
that. Some of my colleagues are sup-
porting a year-long earmark morato-
rium. That is kind of phony. It was re-
ported on Monday that Speaker PELOSI 
has suggested a year-long earmark 
moratorium as well. My colleagues 
need to consider a couple of issues in 
talking about earmarks. 

One, an earmark moratorium does 
nothing to combat the increasing gov-
ernment spending. In other words, if 
you have a moratorium on earmarks, it 
doesn’t save a cent. Funding that 
would have been spent in earmarks will 
simply be spent by the Obama adminis-
tration, by their bureaucrats. I suppose 
it should come as no surprise that 
Speaker PELOSI supports the Demo-
cratic administration fully funding its 
own priorities. 

Secondly, last year’s earmarks ac-
counted for only 1.5 percent of discre-
tionary spending—1.5 percent. Where is 
the focus on the other 98.5 percent? 
Where is the focus on what I call bu-
reaucratic earmarks? Here is what hap-

pens. If you stop earmarks—if you read 
the Constitution, article I, section 9 of 
the Constitution, it says what we are 
supposed to be doing here in the House 
and in the Senate. We are supposed to 
be making priorities. We are supposed 
to be doing the spending, and our 
Founding Fathers recognize that we do 
a better job knowing what our needs 
are in the local communities than the 
central government does. 

If we let the President and the Presi-
dent’s budget dictate everything and 
then we try to make changes within 
that, people will say, Oh, that is an 
earmark. Well, wait a minute. If you 
don’t do that, then you are having the 
unelected bureaucrats in government 
in the Obama administration do the 
earmarking. So the President ear-
marks too. If you don’t believe it, look 
at the Appropriations Conference Re-
port, where the focus is on the vast ma-
jority of discretionary spending which 
is doled out every year by unelected 
bureaucrats. 

I wish more people would understand 
this, because I find that a lot of the 
people who hammer and demagog the 
earmark mantra are the ones who are 
the biggest spenders and it is a nice 
way of deviating from your behavior. I 
think something needs to be done im-
mediately and seriously. 

So today I am introducing the HELP 
Act, as I mentioned. It is called the 
Honest Expenditure Limitation Pro-
gram Act of 2010. The bill does three 
things. One, it places caps on nonsecu-
rity discretionary spending which I de-
fine exactly as President Obama’s 
budget does. I do this because I wish to 
show the similarities between what he 
said he wants to do and what I want to 
do. The second thing is it enforces the 
caps by sequestering any spending 
above the cap through across-the-board 
cuts, a process that currently applies 
to mandatory spending, but not to dis-
cretionary. Three, it disallows Con-
gress from evading the sequestration 
cuts through a 67-vote point of order 
against any attempt to exempt new 
spending from this legislation. That is 
going to make it pretty tough to get 
through. 

Rather than simply freezing the 
spending as the President wants to do 
at the 2010 levels—let’s keep in mind, 
first, he increased discretionary spend-
ing for a year by 20 percent, and then 
he wants to freeze it there. 

Instead of doing that for 3 years and 
then allowing spending to explode 
again, which is what his proposal does, 
my bill would actually cut discre-
tionary spending for nonsecurity agen-
cies, the same exemptions he has, back 
to fiscal year 2008 levels. It is cutting it 
back by 20 percent of what he tries to 
do, about $400 billion a year. Spending 
would be frozen for 5 years—not 3 years 
but 5 years, through 2020. Rather than 
simply freezing spending levels for only 
3 years and at an artificially high level, 
as the President’s proposal does, my 
initiative would hold the Federal Gov-
ernment more accountable for the next 
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10 years by creating real, meaningful 
spending cuts and then placing the cap 
at reduced levels. 

The difference in savings between my 
plan and President Obama’s plan is 
clearly displayed on this chart. 

If we look at the chart, the blue bars 
represent how nonsecurity-related dis-
cretionary spending levels will rise 
over the next 10 years if allowed to in-
crease. This is according to OMB’s 
numbers. 

The red line illustrates the impact of 
Obama’s plan and what will happen if 
spending is allowed to increase fol-
lowing the 3-year freezing on the esti-
mates of OMB, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. They are non-
partisan, by the way, and very accu-
rate. Clearly, the $250 billion in savings 
is not substantial when spread over a 
10-year period. It really does not tight-
en the belt at all. 

My proposal is represented in the 
green bars. These are the spending lev-
els. Watch as they go down over the pe-
riod of time from 2010 to 2020. We phase 
down spending levels from the high 
point in 2010 to a more reasonable level 
between 2011 and 2015 and then stay flat 
thereafter. 

My plan, when compared to the blue 
bars of doing nothing, will save more 
than $880 billion over the next 10 years. 
Let me say that again. By reducing 
nonsecurity discretionary spending lev-
els, using the same definition of ‘‘non-
security’’ as the President is using, to 
2008 levels and then holding them there 
through 2020, our Nation can save near-
ly $1 trillion. When I compare my plan 
directly with President Obama’s, my 
plan saves $634 billion more than his. 

I have made my estimates using the 
methodologies of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and they are prob-
ably conservative. First off, if you look 
at the history of discretionary spend-
ing, annual increases are far greater 
than what they assume they are here. 
Second, we do not estimate how much 
we would be saving in interest by not 
having to borrow the spending we are 
cutting. Overall, this proposal will 
likely save much more than the nearly 
$1 trillion we estimate. 

If we do nothing to curtail sky-
rocketing government spending or 
merely freeze it at an artificially high, 
elevated level for a few years, as the 
Obama administration is trying to do, 
we will find ourselves in a tragic situa-
tion. The clock is ticking. Congress is 
going to have to act. 

Some of my colleagues will probably 
attack this proposal because the hard-
est thing to do around here is cut 
spending. Without cutting spending, we 
only leave one alternative, and that is 
massively raising taxes. That is not 
what the American people want, and it 
would harm our economic recovery. 

Around these halls, we seem to for-
get. Most of the Members of the Senate 
have forgotten the recess last August 
when they had all the tea parties out 
there and people were yelling and 
screaming and people wanted to get in-

volved. People were getting involved in 
politics who never had been involved 
before. They were concerned primarily 
about two issues. At that time, it was 
government-run health care and cap- 
and-trade, which would have been the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
this country. 

Right now, the Obama administra-
tion is saying: I don’t care what any-
body says, we are going to stay with it; 
we are going to be tough; we are going 
to have this government-run health 
care system and bring back cap-and- 
trade. They have just completely for-
gotten what happened. 

I have to agree with Senator MCCON-
NELL. I hope people remember that all 
the way through the election because 
that is going to repeat what I remem-
ber in 1994. 

Others may charge this proposal will 
harm the government’s ability to help 
citizens in their time of need. But what 
is important to realize about this 
spending reduction is that it will have 
no impact on mandatory spending pro-
grams such as unemployment benefits, 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid. Those programs are in need of re-
form, but this bill does not do that. 
This bill only affects the agencies iden-
tified by President Obama as nonsecu-
rity. 

My bill, the HELP Act of 2010, would 
take President Obama’s proposed 
spending freeze and truly make an im-
pact. Rather than merely freezing 
spending at the inflated 20-percent in-
crease of the 2010 levels, this would 
bring it back down to 2008. I think this 
can be done. 

I really do believe the American peo-
ple are going to start getting involved. 
They have not forgotten. I was giving a 
speech in Florida. This particular 
group was actually Club for Growth. 
Their group is concerned about spend-
ing. I told them some of the things we 
could be doing, some of the things to 
watch out for. Watch out for those who 
say you can have a moratorium on ear-
marks and somehow affect—if you af-
fected all of that, it would be some-
thing like 1.5 percent. My bill affects 
the other 98.5 percent. 

We are going to have to do it right 
now. If we wait, each month that goes 
by—as I said, the budget he increased 
and his deficit was as much as the last 
6 entire years of the Bush administra-
tion. 

This is the HELP Act. It is one that 
will work, and it is one that has come 
along at the right time. Now is the 
time to act. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 448—REAU-
THORIZING THE JOHN HEINZ 
SENATE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr. 
CASEY) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration: 

S. RES. 448 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. JOHN HEINZ SENATE FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAM. 

Senate Resolution 356, 102d Congress, 
agreed to October 7, 1992, is amended by 
striking section 5 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 5. FUNDS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out the provisions of this resolution 
$85,000 for each of fiscal years 2005 through 
2014.’’. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to submit a resolu-
tion reauthorizing the John Heinz Sen-
ate Fellowship Program. This Congres-
sional fellowship program, created in 
1992, is a fitting tribute to my late col-
league and dear friend, United States 
Senator John Heinz. Senator Heinz 
dedicated his life and much of his Con-
gressional career to improving the 
lives of senior citizens. He believed 
that Congress has a special responsi-
bility to serve as a guardian for those 
who cannot protect themselves. This 
fellowship program, which focuses on 
aging issues, honors the life and con-
tinues the legacy of Senator Heinz. 

During his 20 years in the Congress, 
John Heinz compiled an enviable 
record of accomplishments. While he 
was successful in many areas, he built 
a national reputation for his strong 
commitment to improving the quality 
of life of our Nation’s elderly. Pennsyl-
vania, with nearly 2 million citizens 
aged 65 or older—over 15 percent of the 
population—houses the third largest el-
derly population nationwide. As John 
traveled throughout the State, he lis-
tened to the concerns of this important 
constituency and came back to Wash-
ington to address their needs through 
policy and legislation. 

Senator Heinz led the fight against 
age discrimination by championing 
legislation to eliminate the require-
ment that older Americans must retire 
at age 65, and by ensuring full retire-
ment pay for older workers employed 
by factories forced to close. During his 
Chairmanship of the Senate Special 
Committee on Aging from 1981–1986 and 
his tenure as Ranking Minority Mem-
ber from 1987–1991, Senator Heinz used 
his position to improve health care ac-
cessibility and affordability for senior 
citizens and to reduce fraud and abuse 
within Federal health care programs. 
Congress enacted his legislation to pro-
vide Medicare recipients a lower cost 
alternative to fee-for-service medicine, 
as well as his legislation to add a hos-
pice benefit to the Medicare program. 

John also recognized the great need 
for nursing home reforms. He was suc-
cessful in passing legislation man-
dating that safety measures be imple-
mented in nursing homes and ensuring 
that nursing home residents cannot be 
bound and tied to their beds or wheel-
chairs. 

The John Heinz Senate Fellowship 
Program will help continue the efforts 
of Senator Heinz to give our Nation’s 
elderly the quality of life they deserve. 
The program encourages the identifica-
tion and training of new leadership in 
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